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The Nebraska state department of economic development, just like any other state’s 
department of economic development in the United States receives funding for economic 
development programs. These programs are mostly geared toward revitalizing economic 
situations of villages, cities or counties that are under economic distress. The purpose of 
this paper is to assess how the Nebraska Department of Economic Development 
(NEDED) currently measure distress in Nebraska Counties, and develop composite 
distress indexes that might improve the measure, interpretation and use of Economic 
distress index to help in their allocation of Economic development resources to Nebraska 
counties.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
In the social sciences, measurements are more complex than in the physical sciences 
where measurements are typically more direct and quantifiable. In physical sciences, 
measures such as distance, mass, speed, frequency and wavelength are directly 
quantifiable.  In social sciences, a lot of the variables we seek to measure cannot be 
directly translated or quantified without taking into consideration the influence of human 
events. Human events are more complex since they are influenced by physical, social, 
cultural, political and psychological factors (Jacobs & Slaus, 2010). Some examples of 
social science variables that are hard to quantify include quality of life, wellness, mobility 
and economic status. These factors are difficult to measure directly; therefore, in the 
social sciences such as planning or economics, we often seek sound ways of measuring 
the complexity of social reality (Jacobs & Slaus, 2010).  
The Nebraska Department of Economic Development (NEDED) awards federal and state 
funding for community service and development projects in economically distressed 
areas in Nebraska. In order to identify a distressed area, NEDED uses an approach that 
involves comparing Nebraska counties per capita income, population growth and 
unemployment rate to the state average. The three specific economic indicators are: an 
unemployment rate that exceeds the statewide average, a per capita income that is below 
the statewide average, or a loss in population over the past 10 years. A county is 
considered distressed if one of its indicators lies below the state average, or above state 
average in the case of the unemployment rate (NEDED, 2014).  
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Indicators are meant to provide evidence about whether a particular aspect of the 
community is good or bad, e.g., local economy, health status and monetary policies. “The 
expressions of an indicator could be quantitative data (number, percentage, ratio), and 
qualitative data (fact, knowledge, etc.)” (Fundsforngos, 2013:8). Indicators play a big part 
in determining labor market policies, industrial production policies, monetary policies, 
city policies, economic policies and others. One of the most important approaches to help 
understand indicators is the use of indexes.  
An index combines several indicators into one common unit of measurement (O’Sullivan, 
Rassel & Berner, 2008). Indexes used to measure trends over time are based on a base 
year (McNabb, 2004). Indexes can be either simple or composite. Simple indexes are 
constructed using a single indicator while composite index are constructed using 
aggregated indicators (Van Matree & Gilbreath, 1987).  An example of a simple index 
application would be an index used to determine the price change of an item from base 
year 2010 to 2014. An example of a composite index application would be an index of 
crime in a city that incorporates various crimes, such as robberies, assaults, homicides, 
larceny and looting. This more inclusive approach is more convincing than one that 
employs a single type of crime, for instance homicides only (O’Sullivan, Rassel & 
Berner, 2008). A very well-known index, the Consumer Price Index (CPI), combines 
prices and quantity of a pre-determined basket of goods purchased by consumers. It is 
used to compare changes in prices or value over time. The most used index in academic 
circles is the grade point average (GPA), a measure of academic performance; grades are 
given by letter grade, a numerical grade equivalent for the letter grade and credit hours 
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for each course are multiplied and summed up, then divided by credit hours to arrive at 
average GPA. 
The advantage of using composite indexes is that they combine several variables into 
single measure, making it easier to interpret, especially if individual indicators go in 
opposite directions (Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, 1999). Social variables can 
be a difficult concept to capture using a single measure. For example, quality of life is 
made up of many factors and no one single measure can capture the concept adequately.  
Indexes used to express change over time can also be useful to policy makers since it 
enables them to examine indicator (s) progress over time (McNabb, 2004). Policy makers 
and planners like indexes because they help garner media attention (Osberg & Sharpe, 
2003). Most importantly, since composite indexes use more than one indicator, they help 
to capture representative information about the problem at hand that has multiple 
components (Grupp & Mogee, 2004).  
Since distress is a multivariate concept, it is difficult for a single unit of measurement to 
provide conclusive evidence. The need for an accurate and easy-to-understand measure of 
economic distress is very important, since it is used to allocate federal and/or state grants 
aimed at improving the local economic wellbeing, determine government annual action 
plans, and make alternative economic policies (Van Matree & Gilbreath, 1987).    
Currently NEDED applies a simple index of the three separate indicators to measure 
distress. Three county-level indicators, unemployment rate, per capita income and 
population change are compared to the state average to assess which counties are 
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distressed and which counties are not distressed.  Distress is identified if one of the 
county indicators falls below the state average (or above, in the case of unemployment). 
Distressed counties are offered both state and federal funding and tax credits to help them 
revamp the economy (NEDED, 2014). Even though lack of economic distress is the 
benchmark for disqualifying applicants, if an applicant(s) meets the distress criteria it still 
has to fulfil other criteria, such as program impact and benefit to the county, state 
priority, demarcated capacity, local resident involvement (community support), and 
private sector contribution, to be funded. 
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The Problem  
 
Theory and measurement go hand in hand. Without sound theory, measures can result in 
misleading conclusions (Jacobs & Slaus, 2010). The weaknesses of the NEDED approach 
include: (a) insufficient number of indicators. NEDED uses only three indicators to 
assess economic distress: unemployment rate, per capita income below the state-wide 
unemployment rate and loss in population between the two most recent federal decennial 
censuses. Based on the literature, a measure of economic distress typically suggests the 
need more than three indicators to adequately capture the concept of distress. (b) 
Methodology. The NEDED uses unemployment rate, per capita income and population 
change to arrive at conclusions whether a county is distressed or not. These three 
indicators have different scales of measurements: unemployment rate and population 
change are measured in percentages while per capita income is measured in terms of 
dollar value. Differences in the unit of measure make determination of distress difficult 
because of lack of a standardized comparable unit of measurement (Glasmeire, Woods & 
Fuellhart, 2006). Also the use of one single index instead of a composite index does not 
capture the whole components of distress, since no single index is good enough to 
capture distress by itself   (c) hard to interpret. Only one of the three NEDED indicators 
need to meet the distress threshold for a county to be considered distressed. This can lead 
to confusion. For example, in a situation where two indicators for a particular county 
meet the criteria for distress and one indicator meets the non-distress criteria, it would be 
confusing and hard to interpret.  (d) Tracking economic trends difficult. The NEDED 
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counties are not ranked and data is not updated on a regular basis, so unable to track the 
progress or effects of the funded projects over time. 
The aim of this research is to review the format and weaknesses of the current economic 
distress indicators as applied to Nebraska counties and subsequently develop two new 
composite economic distress indexes. The first composite economic index will use the 
three existing economic indicators currently used by NEDED. The second composite 
index will take into account the existing three economic distress indicators as well as 
additional economic indicators suggested in the literature that may be deemed favorable 
to base the Nebraska counties economic dimension on a more solid theoretical 
foundation.    
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Federal and state agencies working on economic development provide special programs 
for counties or villages with severe economic needs. These programs are mostly 
implemented on the basis of statistical measures of economic hardships. The underlying 
idea is strongly related to what is commonly referred as “economic distress” (Glasmeire, 
Woods & Fuellhart, 2006). Composite indices emerged as an alternative to using a 
portfolio (Simple) indicator. Simple economic distress indicators of separate information 
are sometimes difficult to grasp or do not correlate well with economic development 
goals (Santos & Santos, 2008). As composite indicators emerged, they were also 
criticized. Points of debate relate to the selection of dimensions and indicators, their 
correlation (and the trade-off between redundancy and robustness), their type, and the 
normalization procedure, weighting, and aggregation of the components (Joint Research 
Centre-European Commission, 2008). The purpose of the index and its indicator weights 
should be clearly specified and justified, the direction in which the index will move under 
specific transformations is clearly stated, robustness tests are performed, and the index is 
open to public scrutiny and revision. Composite (and multidimensional) indices can 
prove invaluable in economic development (Joint Research Centre-European 
Commission, 2008). A number of economic indicators can be used to measure economic 
distress;  these include but are not limited to population change, per capita income, 
unemployment rate, poverty rate, real per capita taxable sales, food stamp participation, 
educational attainment of adult population, agricultural land value, employment, earnings 
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and building permits (Fox & Chancey, 1998 ; Shields, 2003). Indicators used to measures 
economic performance are similarly used to those used to measure economic distress. I 
will look at both general economic measures and economic distress measures in order to 
identify commonly used economic indicators. Two new composite distress indexes will 
be arrived at based on the search of the literature.  
Indexes 
 
Indexes utilize a number of factors to determine an overall evaluation of the construct of a 
condition. Among some of the more common economic indexes in the literature, we find 
the Gross Domestic Product index (GDP), a composite index that measures the total market 
value of goods and services produced in a domestic economy during a particular time 
period. The US GDP is calculated in three scenarios: production, income and expenditure. 
These three scenarios generate the same results.  The production scenario is “an aggregate 
measure of production equal to the sum of the gross values added of all resident 
institutional units engaged in production (plus any taxes, and minus any subsidies) on 
products not included in the value of their outputs” (United Nations, 2009:230) to generate 
the GDP index. All these indicators are summed up for a certain year, then compared with 
a base year, say 5 or 10 years back, to see its growth. It is considered one of the best 
measures of the economic condition since it incorporates all sectors in the economy (The 
National Bureau of Economic Research, 2014).  
The Heritage Foundation economic indexes include the Index of Economic Freedom and 
the Index of Economic Well-being. The Index of Economic Freedom, used to asses 
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economic performance, is based on 10 quantitative and qualitative indicators grouped into 
four broad composite indexes or pillars of economic freedom: rule of law (property rights, 
freedom from corruption); limited government (fiscal freedom, government spending); 
regulatory efficiency (business freedom, labor freedom, monetary freedom); and open 
markets (trade freedom, investment freedom, financial freedom). Each of the ten economic 
freedoms within these categories is graded on a scale of 0 to 100. A country’s overall score 
is derived by averaging these ten economic freedoms, with equal weight being given to 
each (Miller & Kim, 2014). Thus, the Index of Economic Freedom considers every 
component equally important in achieving the positive benefits of economic freedom 
(Miller & Kim, 2014). Countries considering economic reforms may find significant 
opportunities for improving economic performance in those indexes in which the score is 
lowest.  
The Index of Economic Well-being is also used to measure how well the economy is doing, 
however it is based on four well established composite indexes: 1. Consumption flows 
(per-capita market minus subsidies), 2. Stocks of wealth (capital stock per consumption, 
life expectancy, unpaid work per capita, and government spending per capita, natural 
resources per capita, human capital, net international investment position per capita, less 
social cost of environmental degradation), 3. Income equality (income inequality, poverty 
rate and poverty intensity). 4. Economic security (risk from unemployment, financial risk 
from illness, risk for single parent poverty, and risk from poverty in old age). The final 
Index of Economic Well-being is generated by averaging together all the four composite 
indexes and is used as a means of measuring how well an area is doing economically. The 
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index produces a useful framework for focusing on the drivers of economic well-being. It 
also allows one to identify and structure the diverse indicators that contribute to its well-
being. Other than the advantage that aggregation of the overall composite index of 
economic well-being has, the individual indicators can also be assessed and tracked for 
strengths and weaknesses (Capeluck, 2014).   
The journal published by the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER), developed 
a single composite economic well-being index for the state of New York and New Jersey. 
The index was made up four indicators: nonfarm payroll employment, real earnings (wages 
and salaries), unemployment rate and weekly hours worked in the manufacturing sector. 
These indicators were arrived at because policy makers wanted to know the direction of 
the national economy to reduce their revenue projection and reduce their stock. The index 
was meant to assess the most current state of economic activities in the region. The 
methodology involved weighting of the indicators using a statistical model developed by 
Stock and Watson to arrive at the final composite index. This index was then used to gauge 
the region’s current economic situation (Stock & Watson, 1989).  
The Committee for Policy Development (CDP) came up with an Economic Vulnerability 
Index (EVI) for identifying least-developing countries that are qualified to get preferential 
treatment in aid and trade matters. The EVI composite index, first used in 2000, is a single 
measure that combines four shock and three exposure indicators. Shock indicators may 
include earthquakes, typhoons, hurricanes and drought or flood, while exposure indicators 
may include economic losses, population affected or specialization component (share of 
agriculture and export concentration). Average and equal weighting is applied to both the 
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sum of shock and exposure indices. A low value of EVI implies that a country is qualified 
for preferential treatment in aid and trade matters. This method was chosen by the CDP to 
ensure simplicity and transparency (Guillaumont, 2009). 
Analyst Stone (2004) developed a business cycle indicator (BCI) to detect future 
economic distress. The BCI is a composite economic index, composed of 10 indicators: 
average weekly hours (manufacturing), average weekly jobless claims for unemployment 
insurance, manufacturer's new orders for consumer goods/materials, vendor performance, 
manufacturer's new orders for non-defense capital goods, building permits for new 
private housing units, the Standard & Poor's 500 stock index, money supply , interest rate 
spread (10-year treasury vs. federal funds target) and index of consumer expectations 
(based on expectation). Each of the 10 economic indicators is standardized and averaged 
and then rebased by multiplying the resulting index by 100. The rebased indexes are then 
plotted using charts or graphs to assess for BCI cycles over a time period, sharp or 
prolonged decline on the plotted maps and charts indicate an expected economic distress 
(Conference Board, 2014). The BCI indicators were chosen based on timing, geography 
of future recessions, public job creation, permanent infrastructure, greatest financial 
needs and extending new employment opportunities to diverse segments of the long-term 
unemployed. 
The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) developed an economic distress index to 
identify economic status of counties that are eligible to receive funding. Their formulae 
examines every county’s averages for three economic indicators—three year average 
unemployment rate, per capita market income, and poverty rate—with national averages.  
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The outcome indicators are summed and averaged to design a composite distress index 
for every county. Every county in the state is then ranked, based on its composite distress 
index. Counties identified as distressed are those that rank in the bottom 10 percent of the 
state’s counties; at-risked counties––rank between the bottom 11 percent and 25 percent 
of the state’s counties; transitional counties (between weak and strong) ranked between 
bottom 25 percent and the highest 25 percent of the state’s;  competitive counties  rank 
the between the highest 11 percent and 25 percent of the state’s counties;  and successful 
counties  rank in the highest 10 percent of the state’s counties. Designations are revised 
annually using the most current data available (The Appalachian Regional Commission, 
2014). ARC based their rationale of choosing their indicators based on the ARC 
commission strategic plan. The strategic plan goals were; 1) Optimize job opportunities 
and per capita income in Appalachia to be in the same level with the nation; 2) Step up 
the scope of the human capital of Appalachia to rival other economies; 3) Grow and 
revamp Appalachia's infrastructure to contend with the region economically; and 4) 
Capital Investment to facilitate of the Appalachian region with other regions, (Building 
Highway System), (The Appalachian Regional Commission, 2014).  
 
Researchers Wolman, Hill & Furdell developed a composite economic distress index 
known as the municipal distress index. It involved 145 cities with population of 125,000 
or more since 1990, to assess the cities’ revitalization between 1990 and 2000. The index 
of municipal distress is made up of standardized (z-score) economic indicators: poverty 
rate, unemployment rate, median household income and percentage change in population 
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from 1980 to 1990. Originally 18 economic indicators were identified and selected. They 
were reduced to four indicators based on a statistical exploratory technique that is 
employed to identify clusters of similar indicators known as factor analysis. Factor 
analysis is used both for indicator reduction and to detect structure in the relationships 
amongst indicators (Jolliffe, 2005). Cities that were identified as distressed were ones that 
fell in the bottom third of the z- score distribution (Wolman, Hill & Furdell, 2004).  
Median household income was used to assess cost of living among metropolitan areas; 
poverty rate brought the dimension of buying power of the people; unemployment 
investigates the number of jobs available for the residents; and human capital available 
for work was looked at using population change. 
The Economic Development Administration (EDA) examined economic stress for areas 
with the aim of bringing in jobs using a simple economic distress index. The EDA uses 
three economic indicators: per-capita income, unemployment rate, and job availability. 
Counties with unemployment rate of one percentage point or more above the national 
level and median per capita income of less than or equal to 80 percent of the national 
median per-capita income or counties that have 20 percent low job availability are 
considered economically depressed (US Department of Commerce, 2014). 
 
A study by St. Clair, Wial, and Wolman addresses chronic economic distress in US 
metropolitan areas. Economic indicators include employment rate, number of export 
industries, percentage of population 25 years and above with a high school education, 
percentage of Hispanics, average July temperature, right to work in a state, Herfindahl 
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Index (a mathematical measure that uses market-share figures to determine whether a 
proposed merger will be challenged by the government) (Chin, 2010), number of research 
institutions, distance from large metro areas and median population in year 2000.Using 
regression analysis, they found that metropolitan areas were more likely to be chronically 
distressed if a greater share of their adult population had only a high school degree or 
less, if they had a greater degree of income inequality, and if they were small and located 
far from a large metropolitan area. Their overall conclusion was that investments in 
physical, human, and social capital were critical, confirming other studies (St. Clair, 
Wial, and Wolman, 2012). These indicators were chosen with the intent of capturing 
different dimensions of distress, such as geographic location and weather, industrial 
composition, education attainment/technology and industrial composition and availability 
of qualified employees, availability of jobs respectively.  
 
Kodrzycki and Muñoz used median family income, poverty rate and percentage change 
in population since 1960 as indicators to assess economic distress in US cities similar to 
the city of Springfield, Massachusetts. The city of Springfield, Massachusetts, was 
chosen as the benchmark city for the base year 1960 because the US average for the three 
indicators above was similar to the one of Springfield. These three indicators were chosen 
to address three areas of the economy: cost of living, buying power of residents, human 
labor availability. Cities where, change in median family income ranks below 
Springfield’s, percentage point change in poverty rate is higher than Springfield’s , and 
percentage change in population since 1960 is lower than Springfield’s are considered 
economically distressed. The researchers considered population change to have less 
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weight than the poverty rate and median income since cities have alternate opportunities 
to annex neighboring lands depending on local and state laws (Kodrzycki & Muñoz, 
2009). 
Composite indexes methodologies  
 
Composite indexes provide a quantitative measurement of economic strength (ESRI, 
2013). A majority of indicators involved in making a composite index come from varied 
measurement units; therefore, standardization (or z-score) is commonly used. 
Standardization converts all indicators involved to a common scale in which the units are 
reconfigured into standard deviations around the mean zero (Cheang & Choy, 2009).  
The average of zero means that it avoids introducing aggregation distortions stemming 
from differences in indicators’ means. The scaling factor is the standard deviation of the 
indicator across, for instance, the counties, countries, companies being ranked. Indexes 
are arrived at through addition, subtraction, and multiplication and averaging of 
individual indicators before aggregating them together in case of composite indexes. 
Decision makers reserve the ability to assign weights on certain indicators; this scenario 
involves policy makers or stakeholders identifying indicators that have more influence in 
determining distress, for example. Indicators that have been identified to have more 
influence are assigned highest weights, and the rest expressed as a proportion of the 
highest weights before combining them to arrive at a weighted composite distress (Nardo, 
Saisana, Saltelli, Tarantola, Hoffman, & Giovannini, 2005).  One of the commonly used 
classification methods of economic distress, for instance, involves ranking the counties 
according to their index score, from highest to lowest. Counties that rank low are 
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considered to be distressed while the counties that rank higher are considered to have 
sound economic health. Another popular classification method involves comparing the 
index score of a county with the state, nation or pre-determined bench mark.  Other more 
complicated methods of calculating composite indexes involve complicated statistical or 
economical manipulation. However, in this paper a more simple and easy to understand 
methodology will be employed. 
 
A key distinction in the literature is between indexes or sets of indicators that are based 
on a framework reflecting economic distress principles and those that are looser and more 
ad hoc (Estes, 2000). Three principles that apply to the creation of a composite indicator 
are, first, an indicator should identify the essence of the problem and have a clear and 
accepted normative interpretation. This implies that the indicator must be recognized as 
meaningful by users of all kinds and must appear “reasonable” to the general public. 
Second, an indicator should be statistically validated. This implies that the indicator 
should effectively measure the quantitative and qualitative phenomenon in a way that 
commands general support. Third, combined indicators should be transparent and 
accessible to the general public (Atkinson, 2002). 
 
 In summary, the literature highlights the variety of indicators used to identify economic 
distress: un-employment rate, population change, poverty rate, per- capita income, job 
loss, to median household income and per-capita market income. In order to assess the 
properties of a given composite indicator it is necessary to compare it with a reference 
series considered to be representative for the economic activity (Albu, 2008).  In order to 
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assess economic distress in Nebraska counties, I will employ aspects of the Appalachian 
Regional Commission (ARC) economic distress methodology, not only because they are 
both used to capture regional economic distress but also because the ARC economic 
distress methodology is based on a composite index, it is simple to understand, data is 
updated annually and can be tracked over time. More so, selection of ARC economic 
indicators just like Nebraska economic indicators was based on an action plan. The 
economic indicators will be standardized (z-score) to generate a composite index. An 
initial indicator will be created, composed of the unemployment rate, population change 
and per capita income (indicators currently used by NEDED) for comparison analysis. 
The poverty rate and net sales tax economic indicators will be added to the previous three 
indicators to develop a final composite distress index; NEDED has identified these three 
indicators as pertinent and important. Poverty rate and net sales taxes represents the 
dimensions of economic security and tax increment, which have been identified by 
recognized organizations and researchers in literature as important components of 
economic indicators (Miller & Kim, 2014).  NEDED funds Community Development 
Block Grant (CDGB), Community Development Assistance Act (CDAA), Affordable 
Housing Rental Units (NIFA) and CDBG owner-occupied rehabilitation programs. These 
two added economic indicators are also linked to the programs’ selection criteria, 
priorities and objectives of alleviating poverty and creating jobs with livable wages, as 
well as providing economic assistance, tax credits, and loans that attract new firms 
(NEDED, 2014). NEDED programs listed above. The net tax sales indicator has been 
proposed for the NEDED 2014 Action Plan (NEDED, 2014).  
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Purpose of the Study 
 
Due to insufficient number of economic indicators, ineffective economic metrics 
methodology, and hard to track economic trends in how the Nebraska Department of 
Economic Development assesses economic distress, I propose to compare the current 
distress index assessment tool using two new composite indexes. The first composite index 
will be composed of the current NEDED economic indicators. The second composite index 
will include the current NEDED indicators with an additional set of other economic 
indicators. Additional indicators will help capture more information about local economy 
performance (Babbie, 2013). Having a single composite index makes interpretation of the 
results easier (Conference Board, 2014). “With composite index a more operational valid 
and reliable measure can usually be obtained if several components of an attribute, rather 
than only one are used indicators” (O’Sullivan, Rassel & Berner, 2008: 300). This will also 
help decision makers in their allocation of economic development resources.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Objectives 
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The main objective of this Thesis is to develop an economic distress metrics utilizing sound 
theoretical, statistical and planning principals. The objectives include: 
a) Show the inconsistencies of using the NEDED approach to determine economic 
distress indexes. 
b) Design two new composite economic distress indexes for Nebraska counties. 
c) Compare the current NEDED economic distress metrics with the two new 
composite distress indexes metrics. 
d) Determine the economic distress levels for the Nebraska counties based on the two 
new composite indexes. 
e) Determine the contribution of the individual indicators (weights) on the composite 
distress index. 
f) Conduct spatial analysis of the effects of public interstate and major highways 
towards economic growth as an indirect way to validate my findings. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Procedure 
 
There is no universally accepted way of measuring economic distress to date despite the 
wide acknowledgement that economic distress it exists. Different federal and state 
agencies employ a variety of metrics in line with their goals (Hendryx & Ahern, 2009). 
The development of any kind of economic composite distress index involves choices 
related to the domains of interest, the purpose for which the indicator is designed and the 
population to be covered. Choices or adjustments have to be made to strike a balance 
between conceptual sophistication and transparency, and between linkages that could 
potentially confuse the user, and simplicity (Osberg & Sharpe, 2002). Composite 
economic distress is composed of latent construct indicators; an internal consistency 
reliability test is not required before combining the indicators (Stenner, Burdick & Stone, 
2008). The approach used in this paper involves a per capita income, unemployment rate, 
population change, poverty rate and net sales tax change in the Nebraska counties based 
on secondary data sources. Indicator variables will be standardized. Standardizing will 
eliminate the problematic indicators’ variability introduced by their differing units of 
measurements (Sauro & Kindlund, 2005; Stata, 2012).  
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Methodology 
 
All 5 proposed standardized indicators (z values) will be calculated for each economic 
indicator in each county. Indicators Negative variables will be multiplied by (-1) before 
standardization to make sure it/ or they are “pointing” or “hanging together” (Pallet, 2010) 
in the same direction (that a positive value has a positive outcome/result). The resulting 
standardized indicators are summed and averaged to create a composite index value for 
each county. A composite index made of the three indicators and the composite index made 
of the five indicators will be compared against the current Nebraska economic distress 
metrics. A composite index with values lower than zero will be considered to indicate 
distressed counties, while a composite index with values above zero will be considered to 
indicate distressed. For the final composite distress index, economic levels, each county in 
the state is ranked, based on its composite index value, with lower values indicating higher 
levels of distress. There will be five levels based on ranking that range from distressed 
counties, at-risk counties, transitional counties, competitive counties and attainment 
counties. A statistical approach known as principal components analysis to determine the 
weights of the economic indicators is used to develop the composite index. Finally, a 
spatial analysis to determine the effects of location along the Interstate highway and major 
highways towards economic growth/levels will be employed. A five-year estimate 
provides the most reliable (produces small standard deviations) and comparable data for 
all U.S. counties, particularly those with small populations (The Appalachian Regional 
Commission, 2014). 
County Economic Levels and Rankings 
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Each Nebraska county is classified into one of five economic status designations, based 
on its position in the State ranking.  
Distressed 
Distressed counties are the most economically depressed counties. They rank in the worst 
10 percent of state’s counties.  
At-Risk 
At-Risk counties are those at risk of becoming economically distressed. They rank 
between the worst 10 percent and 25 percent of the state’s counties.  
Transitional 
Transitional counties are those transitioning between strong and weak economies. They 
make up the largest economic status designation. Transitional counties rank between the 
worst 25 percent and the best 25 percent of the state’s counties.  
Competitive 
Competitive counties are those that are able to compete in the state economy but are not 
in the highest 10 percent of the nation's counties. Counties ranking between the best 10 
percent and 25 percent of the state's counties are classified competitive.  
Attainment (ARC)  
Attainment counties are the economically strongest counties. Counties ranking in the best 
10 percent of the state's counties are classified attainment.  
Table 3.1: Nebraska County Economic Status Level Designation by Composite Index 
Value 
 
Distressed 
Counties 
At-Risk 
Counties 
Transitional 
Counties 
Competitive 
Counties 
Attainment 
Counties 
Worst 10% of 
Nebraska 
Counties 
Worst 10%+ 
to 25% of 
Nebraska 
Counties 
Between worst 
25% to best 25% 
Best 10%+  to 
25% of 
Nebraska 
Counties 
Best 10% 
of  
Nebraska 
Counties 
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Economic Indicators and Source: 
Unemployment:  Percentage of civilian labor force unemployed. (i) they must have no 
job and (ii) they must be actively seeking employment (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
2014).  Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Unemployment, Local Area 
Unemployment Statistics, County data, 2013.  
Per Capita income: The mean money income received in the past 12 months computed 
for every man, woman, and child in a geographic area. Generated by dividing the total 
income of all people 15 years old and over in a geographic area by the total population in 
that area (US Bureau of Census, 2014). This measure is rounded to the nearest whole 
dollar. Source: National Historical Geographic Information Systems, Data finder, 2008-
2012.   
 Population change: This is achieved by calculating the difference between the 
population of an area at the beginning and end of a   time period, expressed as a 
percentage of the beginning population. Source: National Historical Geographic 
Information Systems, Data finder, 2005-2009 and 2008-2012.  
Net tax sales- Yearly net change in taxable sales for Nebraska counties and selected 
cities, excluding motor vehicle net taxable sales. Source: Nebraska Department of 
Revenue, Monthly Net Tax Sales by County, 2009-2013. 
Poverty Rate- The poverty rate is computed by dividing the number of persons living 
below the poverty threshold by the number of persons for whom poverty status has been 
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determined. (US Bureau of Census, 2012). Source: US Bureau of the Census, Small area 
Income and Poverty Estimate, 2012 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
  
Comparative Analysis 
 
Table 4.1: Distressed Counties based on Current NEDED Metrics 
Number of 
Indicator (s) 
showing 
distress 
Distress Classification  
Number of 
Distressed Counties 
0 Non-Distressed 3 
1 Somewhat Distressed 31 
2 Moderately Distressed 53 
3 Extremely Distressed 6 
 
According to table 4.1 above; only Lancaster, Sarpy and Sioux counties would be 
considered to be non-distressed counties using the current NEDED distress methodology. 
If we were to rank the counties by the number of indicators that show distress, the data 
shows that 33.3% would be somewhat distressed, 57% moderately distressed and 6.5% 
extremely distressed.   Only 3.2 % counties would be considered as non-distressed 
counties.  For individual county classification, see Appendix B. 
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Table 4. 2: Classification of distressed counties based on the two Composite Indexes 
Composite 
Index 
Classification 
Distress 
Classification 
 Distressed Counties 
Based on Composite 
index of current 3 
NEDED Economic 
Indicators  
 Distressed 
Counties 
Based on 
Composite 
index 
composed of 
5  indicators  
0 
Non-
Distressed 
30 50 
1 Distressed 63 43 
 
A composite index achieved by combining the current three NEDED economic indicators 
results in 63 of the 93 Nebraska counties’ composite indexes ranking below the state 
composite index, thus being classified as distressed. That is, around 68% of Nebraska 
counties are economically distressed. For individual county classifications see Appendix 
C. A composite index achieved by combining the five economic indicators results in 43 
of the 93 Nebraska counties’ composite indexes ranking below the state composite index, 
thus being demarcated as distressed. That is, around 46% of Nebraska counties are 
distressed, a decrease of 22% from the current NEDED composite index.  For individual 
county classification see Appendix D. 
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Economic Distress Levels 
 
Table 2.3: Classification of Nebraska Counties Economic Distress Levels based on 
Composite Index of the current 3 NEDED indicators 
Economic 
Distress 
Levels 
Counties 
Distressed 
Counties 
Banner, Dakota, Dawson, Dixon, Johnson, Keya Paha, 
Madison, Richardson, Thurston.  
At-Risk 
Counties 
Blaine, Boyd, Colfax, Dawes, Gage, Grant, Hayes, 
Hooker, Loup, Nemaha, Nuckolls, Saline Scotts Bluff, 
Stanton  
Transitional 
Counties 
Adams, Antelope, Arthur, Box Butte, Brown, Buffalo, 
Burt, Cass, Cedar, Clay, Cuming, Custer, Deuel, Dodge, 
Fillmore, Franklin, Frontier, Furnas, Garden, Garfield, 
Gosper, Greeley,  Hall, Harlan, Hitchcock, Howard,  
Jefferson, Keith, Kimball, Knox, Logan, McPherson, 
Merrick, Morrill, Nance, Otoe, Pierce, Platte ,Red 
Willow,  Rock, Sheridan, Thayer, Valley, Wayne, Webster, 
Wheeler, York  
Competitive 
Counties 
Boone, Butler, Cherry, Douglas, Dundy, Hamilton,  Holt, 
Lincoln, Pawnee, Phelps, Polk, Seward,  Sherman, 
Washington  
Attainment 
Counties 
Chase, Cheyenne, Kearney, Lancaster, Perkins, Sarpy, 
Saunders, Sioux, Thomas  
Find Nebraska individual counties economic levels as classified depending on its ranking   
attached in Appendix E 
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Table 4.4: Classification of Nebraska Counties Economic Distress Levels based on 
Composite Index of the 5 indicators 
Economic Levels Counties 
Distressed 
Counties 
Banner, Blaine, Dakota, Dawes, Hayes, Keya Paha, 
Madison, Richardson, Thurston,  
At-Risk 
Counties 
Box Butte, Boyd, Dawson, Dixon, Frontier, Gage, 
Garden, Grant, Johnson, Loup, Nemaha, Nuckolls, 
Scotts Bluff, Sheridan  
Transitional 
Counties 
Adams, Antelope, Arthur, Brown, Buffalo, Burt, Cass, 
Cherry, Clay, Colfax, Cuming, Custer, Deuel, 
Douglas, Dundy, Franklin, Furnas, Garfield, Greely, 
Hall, Dodge, Harlan, Hitchcock, Holt, Hooker, 
Howard, Jefferson, Keith, Knox, Lancaster, Lincoln, 
McPherson, Merrick, Morrill, Nance, Otoe, Pawnee, 
Pierce, Platte, Red Willow, Rock, Saline, Stanton, 
Thayer, Valley, Wayne, Webster.  
Competitive 
Counties 
Boone, Butler, Cedar, Chase, Cheyenne, Gosper, 
Hamilton, Kimball, Polk, Saunders, Sherman Sioux, 
Thomas, York.  
Attainment 
Counties 
Fillmore, Kearney, Logan, Perkins, Phelps, Sarpy, 
Seward, Washington, Wheeler.  
Find Nebraska individual counties economic levels as classified depending on its ranking   
attached in Appendix F 
 
In the 5 indicators index, Lancaster county and Douglas county dropped from the 
economic Attainment and Competitive levels (Table 4.3) to Transitional economic level 
(Table 4.4). This might be due to the additional economic distress information captured 
by including poverty rate and net tax sales change, thus, for example Douglas county’s 
15.1% poverty rate is among the highest in the state; net sales taxes although nominally 
greater in Douglas county, has proportionally not increased as fast as most counties. 
Finally, poverty rate has a greater weight (influence on the index as shown in the 
regression and correlation analysis). 
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Weight Determination 
 
A simple linear regression was employed to determine which individual economic 
indicators had more weight (influential) in the construction of the composite index. Since 
beta values are estimates resulting from an analysis carried out on independent variables 
that have been standardized. Standardization of the coefficient answers the question of 
which of the independent variables has a greater effect on the dependent variable in a 
regression analysis, when the variables are measured in different unit of measurement. 
Composite index made of all 5 economic indicators was the dependent variable. 
Unemployment rate, per capita income, poverty rate, net tax sales change and population 
change were the independent variables. Note that this is not a predictive regression model 
it is mean to determine the weights of the indicators values on the composite index. 
Table 4.5: Regression Analysis 
ANOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 6750369.447 4 1687592.362 7.585 .001 
Residual 19578122.571 88 222478.666     
Total 26328492.018 92       
Dependent variable: Composite distress. Independent variables: net tax sales, 
unemployment rate, poverty rate, population change. 
 
The regression ANOVA on table (4.5) above shows a statistical significant overall 
regression model with a p-value of (0.001) which is less than 0.05 (95% confidence 
interval). This implies that the model is a good fit. Therefore, we can go ahead and 
examine the beta- co-efficient to determine which economic indicator contributed more 
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weight in the economic distress. Note that per capita income was missing in the model 
since it is highly correlated with poverty rate. This is because the per capita income is a 
linear function of poverty rate, this implies that you can use poverty rate to explain the 
effect of per capita income. 
 
Table 4.6: Weight Indicators 
 
 
Beta values from table 4.6 above show that poverty rate has the most weight with a beta 
value of 0.470, followed by net sales tax which a beta value of 0.076, Unemployment rate 
contributes the least weight with a beta value of 0.024 and Population change has a beta 
value of -0.066. From the analysis poverty rate is the one contributing more weight 
overall in the composite distress index since it has the biggest beta value.  The poverty 
rate p-value (0.00) is also less than 0.05 meaning that it is significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
Standardized 
Coefficients
B
Std. 
Error
Beta
(Constant) 5908.743 269.097 21.958 .000
Net Tax 
Sales
106.837 133.405 .076
.801
.425
Population 
change
-5.145 7.315 -.066
-.703
.484
Unemploym
ent rate
14.796 63.213 .024
.234
.815
Poverty 
Rate
88.288 18.791 .470
4.698
.000
1
Model
Unstandardized 
Coefficients
t Sig.
Coefficients
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Correlation Test 
A simple Pearson Correlation matrix was employed to determine which individual 
economic indicator(s) had higher weight (correlation) with the composite index.   
Table 4.7: Correlation Analysis 
 
  
Net 
Sales 
Tax 
Per 
Capita 
Income 
Poverty 
Rate 
Unemplo
yment 
Rate 
Population 
Change 
Compos
ite 
Index 
Net sales Tax 
1 .141 -.121 -0.236* -0.042 
 
.536** 
Per Capita 
Income 
.141 1 -.493** -0.241* -0.114 
 
 
.648** 
Poverty Rate 
-0.121 -0.493** 1 0.395** 0.079 
 
 
-0.710** 
Unemployment 
Rate 
-0.236* -0.241* 0.395** 1 0.198 
 
 
 
-0.616** 
Population 
Change 
-0.042 -0.114 0.079 0.198 1 
 
 
1 
*Correlation is significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed), **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed). 
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Comparative Spatial Economic Distress Analysis of Nebraska  
 
Figure 4.1: Spatial Economic Distress Analysis of Nebraska Counties Based on the 
Current 3 NEDED Economic Indicators 
 
Figure 4.1 shows that around 18 of the attainment and competitive counties fall around 
the Interstate-80 highway except Banner and Dawson Counties. On the other hand, the 
distressed and at-risk counties are majorly located further away from the Interstate 80 
highway. The transitional counties are mostly scattered all over the state with a higher 
concentration mostly in the central and the eastern parts of the State. 
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Figure 4.2: Spatial Economic Distress Analysis of Nebraska Counties Based on the 5 
Economic Indicators 
 
Figure 4.2 shows that around 15 of the attainment and competitive counties fall around 
the Interstate-80 highway, with Hayes County the only distressed county around the 
Interstate-80 highway. On the other hand, the distressed and at-risk counties are mostly 
located further away from the interstate I-80. The transitional counties are mostly 
scattered in the central and the eastern parts of the State. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
The current NEDED method of determining economic distress in Nebraska counties 
relies on one of three economic indicators to classify a county as distress or non-distress. 
This is an unreliable and inaccurate way of assessing the level of economic distress 
because cases where one or two of the economic indicator (s) value rank below the state 
average there is not accurate way to tell whether it is moderately distressed or severely 
distressed. Under the current NEDED Economic distress metrics only 3.2 percent (n=93) 
of all counties in Nebraska would be considered to be non-distressed. If we were to try 
and classify the level of distress depending on how many indicators ranked below the 
state value, the remaining counties would be considered to be moderately distressed to 
severely distress counties. This seems unrealistic, given that the Nebraska economy ranks 
amongst the top ten in the nation (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). A comparison of the 
two composite indexes revealed a slight difference on the number of distressed counties. 
The composite index composed of 5 economic indicators had 43 counties demarcated as 
distressed; whereas, the index composed of 3 economic indicators had 63 counties 
demarcated as distressed counties. This is significantly different from the NEDED 
economic distress metrics system that had 90 counties demarcated as distressed. The 
outstanding advantage of the two composite indexes is that they offer one unit of 
measurement, unlike the NEDED metric system which does not. If one had a choice to 
pick one of the two composite indexes, I would recommend the composite index 
composed of five economic indicators, since more indicators bring in more economic 
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dimensions and therefore captures more information (Foa & Tanner, 2012). The 5 
indicator composite distress index includes indicators that have been used by previous 
researchers and organizations. This gives it more sound theoretical and practical support. 
Both the current Nebraska economic distress metrics and the two composite indexes 
cannot be tracked to measure how a county is progressing economically over time, since 
there is not economic distress classification of the counties and economic indicators data 
are not updated on a regular basis.   Rendering them insufficient, inaccurate and cannot 
be trusted for long term economic planning policies.  The advantage of ranking and 
classification of counties based on a composite index value gives a clearer picture of a 
county’s economic standing. The ability to use the most current data gives the economic 
policy makers an added advantage of being able to capture the most current economic 
conditions of the state and track individual county performance. This is vital, given the 
amount of money that is distributed to counties by the state to improve their economic 
status.  Classifying the Nebraska counties makes it easy to track economic progress over 
time. For instance, one can assess how his or her county is moving up the ladder from 
depressed to at-risk or transitional to competitive on an annual basis. This also helps to 
determine program effectiveness by tracking changes after implementation of the 
programs. 
 
Spatial analyses of economic distress composed of the current 3 NEDED economic 
indicators reveal that majority of the competitive and attainment counties are along the 
Interstate-80 highway. This might be because the Interstate highway positively and 
significantly affects earnings in transportation, communication, commerce and capital 
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investments in those counties (Thompson, Rosenbaum, & Hall, 2008).  However, 
Dawson, Banner and Colfax were among counties that lie along Interstate-80 highway 
that were ranked as depressed and at-risk counties respectively. Not all attainment 
counties lie along US-I 80 for example, Sioux and Thomas Counties were ranked as 
attainment counties’, whereas Cherry and Holt Counties are ranked as competitive 
counties even though they are far away from the Interstate-80. However, most of the 
depressed and at-risk counties are further away from the Interstate.  
 
On the other hand, a spatial analysis of the composite index consisting of 5 economic 
indicators revealed results that are similar to the current NEDED composite index. Even 
though a composite index of the current NEDED 3 economic indicators is an upgraded 
economic distress metrics method it still has weaknesses. An inclusion of poverty rates 
and net sales taxes helps to capture additional information for the composite index. 
Douglas County which was ranked as competitive, Lancaster and Sarpy Counties that 
were ranked as attainment counties on current NEDED 3 composite indicators to 
economic level of transitional (Lancaster and Douglas) and competitive (Sarpy) Counties 
respectively based on the 5 indicators composite index. This is due to failure of the 3 
current NEDED composite indexes to capture these two additional of the economy. The 
composite index composed of 5 economic indicators yielded a geographic pattern where 
more counties that ranked as attainment and competitive were not close to Intersate-80 
highway, as compared to the pattern produced by current NEDED composite index. 
These counties are Wheeler, Logan, Sioux and Cedar. On the contrary’, Hayes, Frontier 
and Dawson Counties, which are along the Interstate, were classified as distressed and at-
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risk counties. This is an indication that having a sound economic health is dependent on 
factors other than having highways or interstates crossing along the counties.  Two of the 
distressed counties using both composite indexes metrics are Dakota and Keya Paha. 
These two counties have Native American reservations, which are usually characterized 
by low economic standards of living and government dependency. This might be 
contributing to the two counties’ dismal economic performance. Conventional wisdom 
suggests that successful counties add residents and distressed counties lose residents. In 
this case, however, that assumption is not always upheld. For instance, Wheeler, 
Fillmore, Boone and York Counties that were classified at the attainment economic level 
and competitive economic level, respectively, registered slight population losses. A lack 
of opportunities, for both work and recreation, play a significant role in economic 
development. This is especially true among youths. Youth retention is cited as a major 
concern for all distressed and at-risk counties, and all study communities complain of a 
“brain drain.”  (Center for Public Affairs Research, University of Nebraska at Omaha, 
2010). Rising energy costs may also play a role, as residents of many communities are 
facing long commutes, flat wages, and rising costs of living (Thompson, Rosenbaum, & 
Hall, 2008).  
 
Weighting is another criterion that can be employed to ensure economic success. Going 
by the regression analysis results alone, poverty rate economic indicator stood out as 
weighting more than the rest. I would advocate for more weight to be given to poverty 
rate going by the statistical analysis alone. Policy makers and stakeholders should be 
consulted to give their expert opinions before action is taken. This is because 
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mathematical and statistical theory sometimes do not match indicator(s) that are deemed 
to be more (or less) influential and better reflect policy priorities. 
  
 
 
Recommendations  
 
All counties in this study are unique and have their own story to tell. Policies, at both the 
state and federal levels also appear to play a role. Inability to secure matching federal 
funds, and state tax credits all serve to deter growth in some areas. For some counties, 
economic progress has come more through chance events and opportunity than through 
some deliberate strategy. For example, Sioux County is bordering Sioux City in Iowa, 
and the economic activity of Sioux City, Iowa, might be affecting the economic situation 
of Sioux County in Nebraska, which ranks in the competitive category, using the 5 
indicators composite index metrics. In other cases, regional strategies or large 
infrastructure investments have played a vital role in building a viable economy. One of 
the recommendations that would help the stakeholders to accurately capture economic 
levels would be to have a single composite index that captures different dimensions of the 
economy. Secondly, data that is used to assess economic levels should be updated 
annually to make sure that the current economic level is captured and also enable 
stakeholders to assess the county’s economic trends. Thirdly, weighting of individual 
economic indicators should be based on sound statistical and theoretical analysis that is 
supported by the public and policy makers. Last but not least, include a bigger pool of 
possible economic indicators and use principal component analysis to arrive at the best 
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economic indicators. At this point, if we accept that real-world systems are 
multidimensional in nature, we have also to accept that the evaluation of public plans or 
projects has to be based on procedures that explicitly require the integration of a broad set 
of various and conflicting points of view. Consequently, multi-criteria evaluation is in 
principle an appropriate policy framework. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
 
Limitation of this study is that there is no agreed upon standard method of calculating the 
composite index, based on the literature. The strengths and weaknesses of a particular 
framework depend on the values, perspectives and needs of the evaluator (Grasmere, 
Woods & Fuellhart, 2006). As a policy matter, we need information from experts who 
have experience on which economic indicators that should be given more weight when 
determining distressed counties. Another limitation of this presentation of alternative 
indexes is the lack of weighting of economic indicators used for the indexes. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A: ORIGINAL ECONOMIC INDICATORS 
County 
Net 
sales 
Tax 
(%) 
Per 
Capita 
Income 
($) 
Poverty 
Rate (%) 
Unemployment 
Rate (%) 
Population 
Change (%) 
Adams 23.3 24866 12.5 3.1 -5.2 
Antelope 53.0 22257 13.7 2.5 -1.1 
Arthur 13.8 20382 12.8 5.9 34.6 
Banner -58.5 19877 12.8 2.9 -5.6 
Blaine 24.3 18078 19.1 5.1 24.0 
Boone 26.3 26097 9.3 2.5 -1.0 
Box Butte -18.5 24389 13.7 4.1 2.8 
Boyd 57.0 22504 14.3 2.7 -4.5 
Brown 80.9 20549 13.4 2.5 0.2 
Buffalo 44.2 24204 12.1 2.6 3.2 
Burt 25.8 25938 9.7 3.7 -3.1 
Butler 62.7 27928 10.3 3.1 -0.8 
Cass 12.8 29149 7.9 3.8 -1.1 
Cedar 69.5 23858 9.8 2.5 2.6 
Chase 68.4 23497 11.3 2.3 7.1 
Cherry 79.5 24732 14.5 2.3 0.7 
Cheyenne 47.0 27296 10.4 2.7 2.1 
Clay 50.3 23054 11.1 3.6 2.6 
Colfax 30.1 20694 11.8 3.2 3.5 
Cuming 16.0 23848 11.1 2.7 -2.0 
Custer 55.9 22798 10.8 2.3 0.1 
Dakota 11.0 20073 14.4 6.7 2.8 
Dawes 13.7 20345 18.9 3.4 5.0 
Dawson 39.1 20213 13.1 3.7 -2.1 
Deuel 15.9 24821 12.4 3.2 -1.3 
Dixon -6.9 22443 11.4 4.4 -3.9 
Dodge 43.6 23787 12.4 3.7 2.3 
Douglas 34.4 29097 15.1 4.1 4.1 
Dundy 72.0 26726 14 3 2.9 
Fillmore 136.9 24286 9.8 2.7 -3.0 
Franklin 45.0 24321 13.7 2.9 0.3 
Frontier -45.9 23959 12.7 3 1.9 
Furnas 22.3 22107 13.4 3 5.1 
41 
 
 
 
Gage 37.0 23951 11.8 3.9 -3.2 
Garden -35.0 24923 15.5 3.5 8.4 
Garfield 60.8 20401 14.5 3 10.7 
Gosper 108.1 23034 9 3.5 4.6 
Grant -25.4 19831 11.4 3 0.0 
Greeley 57.2 23143 13.2 2.8 7.3 
Hall 43.1 23291 15.9 3.1 5.4 
Hamilton 48.9 26785 8.7 2.6 -2.2 
Harlan 2.7 26013 12.1 3.1 2.1 
Hayes -45.2 22625 15.3 3.6 -0.7 
Hitchcock 73.3 23331 15.1 3.1 1.4 
Holt 61.8 24299 13.3 2.3 1.6 
Hooker 43.4 21626 8.8 3.9 4.2 
Howard 51.7 25724 10 2.9 -2.6 
Jefferson 23.6 24314 12.5 3 0.9 
Johnson 24.5 19024 15.3 3.4 1.7 
Kearney 73.0 28237 8.9 2.6 -0.5 
Keith 23.5 25521 13.1 3.2 4.4 
Keya Paha 86.8 23403 18.7 4.9 -14.0 
Kimball 119.0 25304 12.6 3.4 4.0 
Knox 12.3 23158 11.9 2.6 1.0 
Lancaster 46.4 26925 13.5 3.1 4.4 
Lincoln 23.6 26123 11.9 2.9 2.1 
Logan 169.3 21696 11.2 1.7 0.6 
Loup 85.1 22817 16.7 3.4 -2.9 
Madison 37.5 26000 13.6 3 -30.1 
McPherson 57.3 23970 12.5 3 0.1 
Merrick 58.5 23865 11 3.1 1.4 
Morrill 47.0 21881 15.7 2.4 0.3 
Nance 37.3 22072 12.6 2.8 5.0 
Nemaha 35.1 24321 13.7 5 3.5 
Nuckolls 37.7 22262 13.3 3.2 -0.4 
Otoe 31.5 25374 10.1 3.4 2.2 
Pawnee 53.6 25681 13.9 2.8 2.6 
Perkins 83.6 25761 10.3 2.4 6.4 
Phelps 83.3 25807 10.4 2.5 0.0 
Pierce 31.7 23890 9.1 3 -0.9 
Platte 39.7 24155 8.9 3 1.3 
Polk 50.1 25067 8.5 2.9 4.0 
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Red Willow 33.8 23277 11.7 2.6 2.4 
Richardson 29.1 23077 15.9 4.7 0.0 
Rock 91.0 23179 16.3 2.6 3.1 
Saline 36.5 21455 10.8 3.2 3.2 
Sarpy 113.5 30042 7.7 3.9 8.9 
Saunders 23.6 28758 8.4 3.5 2.9 
Scotts Bluff 10.4 22345 16 3.7 1.0 
Seward 42.7 28183 7.9 3.1 0.9 
Sheridan 46.0 22576 16.2 3.2 0.5 
Sherman 65.2 23451 12.9 2.4 5.8 
Sioux 6.5 31635 13.2 3.2 3.6 
Stanton 99.7 22764 8.9 3.2 -3.5 
Thayer 58.9 23314 11.4 2.4 0.9 
Thomas 60.5 26231 16.7 3.8 25.5 
Thurston 57.9 16914 24.2 7.2 -4.5 
Valley 55.3 23202 14 2.2 2.4 
Washington 65.3 29083 7.4 3.7 2.4 
Wayne 43.5 21352 12.2 2.6 2.2 
Webster 23.8 21392 12.2 3.4 6.1 
Wheeler 149.8 26391 13.2 3 -2.2 
York 51.5 27582 10.1 3 -2.5 
State 41.4 26523 12.8 3.9 3.1 
Data Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Nebraska Department of Revenue, National Historical Information 
systems, US Bureau of Census 
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Appendix B: CURRENT NEDED ECONOMIC DISTRESS METRICS 
1-Implies an economic indicator value was above state value 
0-Implies an economic indicator value was below state value 
X- Implies a county is distressed 
Counties 
Per Capita 
Income 
Unemployme
nt rate 
Population 
Change 
Number of 
Indicators 
value 
below state 
value 
Counties 
Classified as 
Distressed 
Adams 1 0 1 2 X 
Antelope 1 0 1 2 X 
Arthur 1 1 0 2 X 
Banner 1 0 1 2 X 
Blaine 1 1 0 2 X 
Boone 1 0 1 2 X 
Box Butte 1 1 1 3 X 
Boyd 1 0 1 2 X 
Brown 1 0 1 2 X 
Buffalo 1 0 0 1 X 
Burt 1 0 1 2 X 
Butler 0 0 1 1 X 
Cass 0 0 1 1 X 
Cedar 1 0 1 2 X 
Chase 1 0 0 1 X 
Cherry 1 0 1 2 X 
Cheyenne 0 0 1 1 X 
Clay 1 0 1 2 X 
Colfax 1 0 0 1 X 
Cuming 1 0 1 2 X 
Custer 1 0 1 2 X 
Dakota 1 1 1 3 X 
Dawes 1 0 0 1 X 
Dawson 1 0 1 2 X 
Deuel 1 0 1 2 X 
Dixon 1 1 1 3 X 
Dodge 1 0 1 2 X 
Douglas 0 1 0 1 X 
Dundy 0 0 1 1 X 
Fillmore 1 0 1 2 X 
Franklin 1 0 1 2 X 
Frontier 1 0 1 2 X 
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Furnas 1 0 0 1 X 
Gage 1 0 1 2 X 
Garden 1 0 0 1 X 
Garfield 1 0 0 1 X 
Gosper 1 0 0 1 X 
Grant 1 0 1 2 X 
Greeley 1 0 0 1 X 
Hall 1 0 0 1 X 
Hamilton 0 0 1 1 X 
Harlan 1 0 1 2 X 
Hayes 1 0 1 2 X 
Hitchcock 1 0 1 2 X 
Holt 1 0 1 2 X 
Hooker 1 0 0 1 X 
Howard 1 0 1 2 X 
Jefferson 1 0 1 2 X 
Johnson 1 0 1 2 X 
Kearney 0 0 1 1 X 
Keith 1 0 0 1 X 
Keya Paha 1 1 1 3 X 
Kimball 1 0 0 1 X 
Knox 1 0 1 2 X 
Lancaster 0 0 0 0  
Lincoln 1 0 1 2 X 
Logan 1 0 1 2 X 
Loup 1 0 1 2 X 
Madison 1 0 1 2 X 
McPherson 1 0 1 2 X 
Merrick 1 0 1 2 X 
Morrill 1 0 1 2 X 
Nance 1 0 0 1 X 
Nemaha 1 1 0 2 X 
Nuckolls 1 0 1 2 X 
Otoe 1 0 1 2 X 
Pawnee 1 0 1 2 X 
Perkins 1 0 0 1 X 
Phelps 1 0 1 2 X 
Pierce 1 0 1 2 X 
Platte 1 0 1 2 X 
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Polk 1 0 0 1 X 
Red Willow 1 0 1 2 X 
Richardson 1 1 1 3 X 
Rock 1 0 1 2 X 
Saline 1 0 0 1 X 
Sarpy 0 0 0 0  
Saunders 0 0 1 1 X 
Scotts Bluff 1 0 1 2 X 
Seward 0 0 1 1 X 
Sheridan 1 0 1 2 X 
Sherman 1 0 0 1 X 
Sioux 0 0 0 0  
Stanton 1 0 1 2 X 
Thayer 1 0 1 2 X 
Thomas 1 0 0 1 X 
Thurston 1 1 1 3 X 
Valley 1 0 1 2 X 
Washington 0 0 1 1 X 
Wayne 1 0 1 2 X 
Webster 1 0 0 1 X 
Wheeler 1 0 1 2 X 
York 0 0 1 1 X 
 Data Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Nebraska Department of Revenue, National Historical Information 
systems, US Bureau of Census 
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APPENDIX C: DISTRESSES COUNTIES BASED ON COMPOSITE INDEX OF CURRENT 3 
ECONOMIC INDICATORS 
Z-score-standardized economic indicator values 
1-Implies a county’s composite index value is less than state mean value 
0- Implies a county’s composite index value is greater than state mean value 
X- Implies a county is distressed 
Counties 
Per Capita 
Income 
Zscores 
Unemploy
ment Rate 
Zscores 
Population 
Change 
Zscores 
Composit
e Index 
Distress 
Identifier 
Distressed 
Counties 
Adams 0.3      0.2 -1.03 -0.18 1 X 
Antelope -0.6      0.8 -0.42 -0.07 1 X 
Arthur -1.4      -3.0 4.81 0.14 1 X 
Banner -1.5      0.4 -1.08 -0.74 1 X 
Blaine -2.2      -2.1 3.25 -0.36 1 X 
Boone 0.8      0.8 -0.42 0.41 0  
Box Butte 0.2      -1.0 0.16 -0.22 1 X 
Boyd -0.6      0.6 -0.92 -0.28 1 X 
Brown -1.3      0.8 -0.24 -0.23 1 X 
Buffalo 0.1      0.7 0.21 0.34 0  
Burt 0.7      -0.5 -0.72 -0.17 1 X 
Butler 1.5      0.2 -0.39 0.42 0  
Cass 1.9      -0.6 -0.42 0.29 1 X 
Cedar 0.0      0.8 0.12 0.31 1 X 
Chase -0.2      1.1 0.78 0.56 0  
Cherry 0.3      1.1 -0.16 0.40 0  
Cheyenne 1.2      0.6 0.05 0.64 0  
Clay -0.3      -0.4 0.12 -0.21 1 X 
Colfax -1.2      0.0 0.25 -0.31 1 X 
Cuming 0.0      0.6 -0.56 0.00 1 X 
Custer -0.4      1.1 -0.25 0.13 1 X 
Dakota -1.5      -4.0 0.15 -1.76 1 X 
Dawes -1.4      -0.2 0.48 -0.36 1 X 
Dawson -1.4      -0.5 -0.57 -0.84 1 X 
Deuel 0.3      0.0 -0.45 -0.03 1 X 
Dixon -0.6      -1.3 -0.83 -0.91 1 X 
Dodge -0.1      -0.5 0.07 -0.17 1 X 
Douglas 1.9      -1.0 0.34 0.43 0  
Dundy 1.0      0.3 0.17 0.49 0  
Fillmore 0.1      0.6 -0.71 0.01 1 X 
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Franklin 0.1      0.4 -0.22 0.10 1 X 
Frontier 0.0      0.3 0.02 0.09 1 X 
Furnas -0.7      0.3 0.49 0.02 1 X 
Gage 0.0      -0.8 -0.73 -0.50 1 X 
Garden 0.4      -0.3 0.96 0.34 0  
Garfield -1.3      0.3 1.31 0.08 1 X 
Gosper -0.4      -0.3 0.41 -0.08 1 X 
Grant -1.6      0.3 -0.26 -0.51 1 X 
Greeley -0.3      0.5 0.81 0.33 0  
Hall -0.3      0.2 0.53 0.14 1 X 
Hamilton 1.1      0.7 -0.59 0.40 0  
Harlan 0.8      0.2 0.04 0.32 0  
Hayes -0.5      -0.4 -0.36 -0.43 1 X 
Hitchcock -0.2      0.2 -0.06 -0.05 1 X 
Holt 0.1      1.1 -0.03 0.39 0  
Hooker -0.9      -0.8 0.36 -0.43 1 X 
Howard 0.7      0.4 -0.64 0.14 1 X 
Jefferson 0.1      0.3 -0.13 0.09 1 X 
Johnson -1.9      -0.2 -0.02 -0.69 1 X 
Kearney 1.6      0.7 -0.34 0.66 0  
Keith 0.6      0.0 0.38 0.34 0  
Keya Paha -0.2      -1.9 -2.32 -1.48 1 X 
Kimball 0.5      -0.2 0.32 0.21 1 X 
Knox -0.3      0.7 -0.12 0.10 1 X 
Lancaster 1.1      0.2 0.38 0.55 0  
Lincoln 0.8      0.4 0.04 0.41 0  
Logan -0.9      1.8 -0.18 0.24 1 X 
Loup -0.4      -0.2 -0.69 -0.44 1 X 
Madison 0.8      0.3 -4.68 -1.21 1 X 
McPherson 0.0      0.3 -0.25 0.01 1 X 
Merrick 0.0      0.2 -0.06 0.02 1 X 
Morrill -0.8      1.0 -0.22 -0.02 1 X 
Nance -0.7      0.5 0.47 0.09 1 X 
Nemaha 0.1      -2.0 0.25 -0.54 1 X 
Nuckolls -0.6      0.0 -0.31 -0.30 1 X 
Otoe 0.5      -0.2 0.06 0.14 1 X 
Pawnee 0.6      0.5 0.13 0.42 0  
Perkins 0.7      1.0 0.67 0.77 0  
Phelps 0.7      0.8 -0.27 0.42 0  
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Pierce 0.0      0.3 -0.39 -0.05 1 X 
Platte 0.1      0.3 -0.07 0.09 1 X 
Polk 0.4      0.4 0.33 0.38 0  
Red Willow -0.3      0.7 0.09 0.19 1 X 
Richardson -0.3      -1.7 -0.27 -0.76 1 X 
Rock -0.3      0.7 0.19 0.21 1 X 
Saline -0.9      0.0 0.21 -0.23 1 X 
Sarpy 2.3      -0.8 1.05 0.86 0  
Saunders 1.8      -0.3 0.16 0.55 0  
Scotts Bluff -0.6      -0.5 -0.12 -0.42 1 X 
Seward 1.6      0.2 -0.13 0.54 0  
Sheridan -0.5      0.0 -0.18 -0.22 1 X 
Sherman -0.2      1.0 0.58 0.45 0  
Sioux 2.9      0.0 0.27 1.06 0  
Stanton -0.5      0.0 -0.77 -0.39 1 X 
Thayer -0.2      1.0 -0.13 0.19 1 X 
Thomas 0.8      -0.6 3.48 1.23 0  
Thurston -2.7      -4.5 -0.92 -2.70 1 X 
Valley -0.3      1.2 0.09 0.33 0  
Washington 1.9      -0.5 0.09 0.50 0  
Wayne -1.0      0.7 0.06 -0.06 1 X 
Webster -1.0      -0.2 0.64 -0.17 1 X 
Wheeler 0.9      0.3 -0.58 0.20 1 X 
York 1.4      0.3 -0.63 0.33 0  
State 1.3      0.3 -0.64 0.32     
Data Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Nebraska Department of Revenue, National Historical Information 
systems, US Bureau of Census  
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APPENDIX D: DISTRESSED COUNTIES BASED ON COMPOSITE INDEX OF 5 ECONOMIC 
INDICATORS 
Z-score-standardized economic indicator values 
1-Implies a county’s composite index value is less than state mean value 
0- Implies a county’s composite index value is greater than state mean value 
X- Implies a county is distressed  
Countie
s 
Net 
Sales 
Tax 
Change 
Zscores 
Per 
Capita 
Incom
e  
Zscore
s       
Poverty 
rate 
Zscores 
Unempl
oyment 
Rate 
Zscores 
Populati
on 
Change 
Zscores 
Compo
site 
Index 
Distress 
Identifie
r 
Distresse
d 
Counties 
Adams -0.6 0.3      0.0      0.2 -1.03 -0.22 1 X 
Antelop
e 
0.2 -0.6      -0.4      0.8 -0.42 -0.08 1 X 
Arthur -0.8 -1.4      -0.1      -3.0 4.81 -0.10 1 X 
Banner -2.7 -1.5      -0.1      0.4 -1.08 -1.01 1 X 
Blaine -0.5 -2.2      -2.3      -2.1 3.25 -0.79 1 X 
Boone -0.5 0.8      1.1      0.8 -0.42 0.38 0  
Box 
Butte 
-1.7 0.2      -0.4      -1.0 0.16 -0.55 1 X 
Boyd 0.3 -0.6      -0.6      0.6 -0.92 -0.23 1 X 
Brown 1.0 -1.3      -0.3      0.8 -0.24 -0.01 1 X 
Buffalo 0.0 0.1      0.2      0.7 0.21 0.23 0  
Burt -0.5 0.7      1.0      -0.5 -0.72 0.00 1 X 
Butler 0.5 1.5      0.8      0.2 -0.39 0.51 0  
Cass -0.8 1.9      1.6      -0.6 -0.42 0.33 0  
Cedar 0.7 0.0      1.0      0.8 0.12 0.51 0  
Chase 0.6 -0.2      0.4      1.1 0.78 0.55 0  
Cherry 0.9 0.3      -0.7      1.1 -0.16 0.29 0  
Cheyen
ne 
0.1 1.2      0.8      0.6 0.05 0.55 0  
Clay 0.1 -0.3      0.5      -0.4 0.12 0.00 0  
Colfax -0.4 -1.2      0.3      0.0 0.25 -0.21 1 X 
Cuming -0.8 0.0      0.5      0.6 -0.56 -0.05 1 X 
Custer 0.3 -0.4      0.6      1.1 -0.25 0.26 0  
Dakota -0.9 -1.5      -0.7      -4.0 0.15 -1.36 1 X 
Dawes -0.8 -1.4      -2.2      -0.2 0.48 -0.83 1 X 
Dawson -0.1 -1.4      -0.2      -0.5 -0.57 -0.57 1 X 
Deuel -0.8 0.3      0.0      0.0 -0.45 -0.16 1 X 
Dixon -1.4 -0.6      0.4      -1.3 -0.83 -0.74 1 X 
Dodge 0.0 -0.1      0.0      -0.5 0.07 -0.10 1 X 
Douglas -0.3 1.9      -0.9      -1.0 0.34 0.02 0  
Dundy 0.7 1.0      -0.5      0.3 0.17 0.34 0  
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Fillmor
e 
2.4 0.1      1.0      0.6 -0.71 0.69 0  
Frankli
n 
0.0 0.1      -0.4      0.4 -0.22 -0.02 1 X 
Frontie
r 
-2.4 0.0      -0.1      0.3 0.02 -0.43 1 X 
Furnas -0.6 -0.7      -0.3      0.3 0.49 -0.17 1 X 
Gage -0.2 0.0      0.3      -0.8 -0.73 -0.29 1 X 
Garden -2.1 0.4      -1.0      -0.3 0.96 -0.43 1 X 
Garfiel
d 
0.4 -1.3      -0.7      0.3 1.31 -0.01 1 X 
Gosper 1.7 -0.4      1.2      -0.3 0.41 0.54 0  
Grant -1.9 -1.6      0.4      0.3 -0.26 -0.60 1 X 
Greeley 0.3 -0.3      -0.2      0.5 0.81 0.22 0  
Hall 0.0 -0.3      -1.2      0.2 0.53 -0.16 1 X 
Hamilt
on 
0.1 1.1      1.4      0.7 -0.59 0.53 0  
Harlan -1.1 0.8      0.2      0.2 0.04 0.00 0  
Hayes -2.4 -0.5      -1.0      -0.4 -0.36 -0.93 1 X 
Hitchco
ck 
0.8 -0.2      -0.9      0.2 -0.06 -0.06 1 X 
Holt 0.5 0.1      -0.3      1.1 -0.03 0.27 0  
Hooker 0.0 -0.9      1.3      -0.8 0.36 0.00 0  
Howar
d 
0.2 0.7      0.9      0.4 -0.64 0.30 0  
Jefferso
n 
-0.6 0.1      0.0      0.3 -0.13 -0.05 1 X 
Johnso
n 
-0.5 -1.9      -1.0      -0.2 -0.02 -0.72 1 X 
Kearne
y 
0.7 1.6      1.3      0.7 -0.34 0.80 0  
Keith -0.6 0.6      -0.2      0.0 0.38 0.05 0  
Keya 
Paha 
1.1 -0.2      -2.2      -1.9 -2.32 -1.10 1 X 
Kimbal
l 
2.0 0.5      0.0      -0.2 0.32 0.52 0  
Knox -0.9 -0.3      0.2      0.7 -0.12 -0.07 1 X 
Lancast
er 
0.0 1.1      -0.3      0.2 0.38 0.27 0  
Lincoln -0.6 0.8      0.2      0.4 0.04 0.18 0  
Logan 3.3 -0.9      0.5      1.8 -0.18 0.90 0  
Loup 1.1 -0.4      -1.5      -0.2 -0.69 -0.34 1 X 
Madiso
n 
-0.2 0.8      -0.4      0.3 -4.68 -0.84 1 X 
McPher
son 
0.3 0.0      0.0      0.3 -0.25 0.07 0  
Merric
k 
0.4 0.0      0.5      0.2 -0.06 0.19 0  
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Morrill 0.1 -0.8      -1.1      1.0 -0.22 -0.22 1 X 
Nance -0.2 -0.7      0.0      0.5 0.47 0.01 0  
Nemah
a 
-0.3 0.1      -0.4      -2.0 0.25 -0.46 1 X 
Nuckoll
s 
-0.2 -0.6      -0.3      0.0 -0.31 -0.27 1 X 
Otoe -0.4 0.5      0.9      -0.2 0.06 0.18 0  
Pawnee 0.2 0.6      -0.5      0.5 0.13 0.20 0  
Perkins 1.0 0.7      0.8      1.0 0.67 0.82 0  
Phelps 1.0 0.7      0.8      0.8 -0.27 0.61 0  
Pierce -0.3 0.0      1.2      0.3 -0.39 0.14 0  
Platte -0.1 0.1      1.3      0.3 -0.07 0.29 0  
Polk 0.1 0.4      1.4      0.4 0.33 0.54 0  
Red 
Willow 
-0.3 -0.3      0.3      0.7 0.09 0.11 0  
Richar
dson 
-0.4 -0.3      -1.2      -1.7 -0.27 -0.77 1 X 
Rock 1.2 -0.3      -1.3      0.7 0.19 0.10 0  
Saline -0.2 -0.9      0.6      0.0 0.21 -0.06 1 X 
Sarpy 1.8 2.3      1.7      -0.8 1.05 1.22 0  
Saunde
rs 
-0.6 1.8      1.5      -0.3 0.16 0.51 0  
Scotts 
Bluff 
-0.9 -0.6      -1.2      -0.5 -0.12 -0.68 1 X 
Seward -0.1 1.6      1.6      0.2 -0.13 0.64 0  
Sherida
n 
0.0 -0.5      -1.3      0.0 -0.18 -0.38 1 X 
Sherma
n 
0.5 -0.2      -0.1      1.0 0.58 0.35 0  
Sioux -1.0 2.9      -0.2      0.0 0.27 0.39 0  
Stanton 1.5 -0.5      1.3      0.0 -0.77 0.31 0  
Thayer 0.4 -0.2      0.4      1.0 -0.13 0.27 0  
Thomas 0.4 0.8      -1.5      -0.6 3.48 0.53 0  
Thursto
n 
0.3 -2.7      -4.1      -4.5 -0.92 -2.37 1 X 
Valley 0.3 -0.3      -0.5      1.2 0.09 0.15 0  
Washin
gton 
0.5 1.9      1.8      -0.5 0.09 0.77 0  
Wayne 0.0 -1.0      0.1      0.7 0.06 -0.02 1 X 
Webste
r 
-0.6 -1.0      0.1      -0.2 0.64 -0.19 1 X 
Wheele
r 
2.8 0.9      -0.2      0.3 -0.58 0.63 0  
York 0.2 1.4      0.9      0.3 -0.63 0.41 0  
State 0.2 1.3      -0.1      0.3 -0.64 0.21 0   
Data Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Nebraska Department of Revenue, National Historical Information 
systems, US Bureau of Census  
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APPENDIX E: ECONOMIC DISTRESS LEVELS FOR NEBRASKA COUNTIES 
1- Distressed Counties, 2- At-Risk Counties, 3- Transitional Counties, 4- Competitive Counties, 5- 
Attainment Counties 
County 
Economic 
Distress 
Level 
3 
Indicators 
Composite 
Index 
County 
Economic 
Distress 
Level 
5 
Indicator 
Composite 
Index 
Economic 
Levels 
Thurston -2.70 Thurston -2.37 1 
Dakota -1.76 Dakota -1.36 1 
Keya Paha -1.48 Keya Paha -1.10 1 
Madison -1.21 Banner -1.01 1 
Dixon -0.91 Hayes -0.93 1 
Dawson -0.84 Madison -0.84 1 
Richardson -0.76 Dawes -0.83 1 
Banner -0.74 Blaine -0.79 1 
Johnson -0.69 Richardson -0.77 1 
Nemaha -0.54 Dixon -0.74 2 
Grant -0.51 Johnson -0.72 2 
Gage -0.50 Scotts Bluff -0.68 2 
Loup -0.44 Grant -0.60 2 
Hayes -0.43 Dawson -0.57 2 
Hooker -0.43 Box Butte -0.55 2 
Scotts Bluff -0.42 Nemaha -0.46 2 
Stanton -0.39 Frontier -0.43 2 
Blaine -0.36 Garden -0.43 2 
Dawes -0.36 Sheridan -0.38 2 
Colfax -0.31 Loup -0.34 2 
Nuckolls -0.30 Gage -0.29 2 
Boyd -0.28 Nuckolls -0.27 2 
Saline -0.23 Boyd -0.23 2 
Brown -0.23 Morrill -0.22 3 
Box Butte -0.22 Adams -0.22 3 
Sheridan -0.22 Colfax -0.21 3 
Clay -0.21 Webster -0.19 3 
Adams -0.18 Furnas -0.17 3 
Dodge -0.17 Deuel -0.16 3 
Webster -0.17 Hall -0.16 3 
Burt -0.17 Dodge -0.10 3 
Gosper -0.08 Arthur -0.10 3 
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Antelope -0.07 Antelope -0.08 3 
Wayne -0.06 Knox -0.07 3 
Pierce -0.05 Saline -0.06 3 
Hitchcock -0.05 Hitchcock -0.06 3 
Deuel -0.03 Jefferson -0.05 3 
Morrill -0.02 Cuming -0.05 3 
Cuming 0.00 Wayne -0.02 3 
Fillmore 0.01 Franklin -0.02 3 
McPherson 0.01 Garfield -0.01 3 
Merrick 0.02 Brown -0.01 3 
Furnas 0.02 Burt 0.00 3 
Garfield 0.08 Hooker 0.00 3 
Nance 0.09 Harlan 0.00 3 
Platte 0.09 Clay 0.00 3 
Jefferson 0.09 Nance 0.01 3 
Frontier 0.09 Douglas 0.02 3 
Franklin 0.10 Keith 0.05 3 
Knox 0.10 McPherson 0.07 3 
Custer 0.13 Rock 0.10 3 
Otoe 0.14 Red Willow 0.11 3 
Howard 0.14 Pierce 0.14 3 
Arthur 0.14 Valley 0.15 3 
Hall 0.14 Lincoln 0.18 3 
Red Willow 0.19 Otoe 0.18 3 
Thayer 0.19 Merrick 0.19 3 
Wheeler 0.20 Pawnee 0.20 3 
Rock 0.21 Greeley 0.22 3 
Kimball 0.21 Buffalo 0.23 3 
Logan 0.24 Custer 0.26 3 
Cass 0.29 Holt 0.27 3 
Cedar 0.31 Lancaster 0.27 3 
Harlan 0.32 Thayer 0.27 3 
Valley 0.33 Platte 0.29 3 
Greeley 0.33 Cherry 0.29 3 
York 0.33 Howard 0.30 3 
Keith 0.34 Stanton 0.31 3 
Garden 0.34 Cass 0.33 3 
Buffalo 0.34 Dundy 0.34 3 
Polk 0.38 Sherman 0.35 4 
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Holt 0.39 Boone 0.38 4 
Cherry 0.40 Sioux 0.39 4 
Hamilton 0.40 York 0.41 4 
Boone 0.41 Butler 0.51 4 
Lincoln 0.41 Cedar 0.51 4 
Butler 0.42 Saunders 0.51 4 
Phelps 0.42 Kimball 0.52 4 
Pawnee 0.42 Thomas 0.53 4 
Douglas 0.43 Hamilton 0.53 4 
Sherman 0.45 Gosper 0.54 4 
Dundy 0.49 Polk 0.54 4 
Washington 0.50 Cheyenne 0.55 4 
Seward 0.54 Chase 0.55 4 
Lancaster 0.55 Phelps 0.61 5 
Saunders 0.55 Wheeler 0.63 5 
Chase 0.56 Seward 0.64 5 
Cheyenne 0.64 Fillmore 0.69 5 
Kearney 0.66 Washington 0.77 5 
Perkins 0.77 Kearney 0.80 5 
Sarpy 0.86 Perkins 0.82 5 
Sioux 1.06 Logan 0.90 5 
Thomas 1.23 Sarpy 1.22 5 
 Data Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Nebraska Department of Revenue,  
National Historical Information systems, Us Bureau of Census  
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APPENDIX F: ECONOMIC INDICATORS STANDARDIZATION FORMULA 
 To determine the Z-Score of each economic indicator (s), the following equation was 
used: 
                     
                Where: 
                            Xi = Each data point i 
                             S = the average of all the sample data points 
                                          X, S = the sample standard deviation of all sample data points 
                            Xi, 1σ = the data point i standardized to 1σ, also known as Z-Score 
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